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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

I )|3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 16 August 2007 , 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)IEI This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IEI Claim(s) ^6 and 14-17 is/are rejected. 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is on response to the Request for Continued Examination filed 
16 August 2007. 

This offjce action is made Non-Final. 

2. Claims 16 and 17 have been added. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 14, and 15 have been amended. 

4. The rejection of Claims 14 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, has 
been withdrawn as necessitated by the persuasiveness of the Applicant. The rejection 
of Claims 14-15 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Templeman (US Patent 
#5,845,303, published 12/1/1998) has been withdrawn as necessitated by the 
persuasiveness of the Applicant. 

5. Claims 1-6, and 14-17 are pending. Claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 14 and 15 are independent 
claims. 

Drawings 

6. The drawings were received on 16 August 2007. These drawings are accepted. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC §112 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



8. The follovying is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Clalins 1-6 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragrapli, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

10. Claims 1 and 5 discloses the limitation "judging whether a document ... 
comprises tags which can cause a conflict...." The use of the phrase "comprise tags can 
cause" makes the claim vague and indefinite since its unclear to the Examiner if phrase 
is viewed as any tag or all tags have the possibility of having a conflict occurring. Since 
it the phrase is viewed of any tag have the possibility of a conflict occurring, that does 
not necessary mean that a conflict will occur all at all. Therefore, since a document 
comprises tags, such as any tag, which can cause a conflict, any or alt tags can also 
not cause a conflict. In other words, just because the tags have the possibility of 
causing a conflict, does not mean it will cause a conflict since all the tags do not have 
the possibility of causing a conflict to occur. Thus, Claim 1 is rejected under 112 second 
paragraph for the use of the term "comprise tags can cause" making the claim vague 
and indefinite. Furthermore, Examiner will view the claim as the conflict not occurring 
since the claim does not disclose the conflict occurring, since its possible for any or all 
tag of a conflict occuri^ing, if at all, throughout this Office action. 

1 1 . Claims 2 and 6 disclose the limitation "judging whether a document . . . comprises 
tags which can impede initiating processing." The use of the phrase " comprise tags 
which can impede" makes the claim vague and indefinite since its unclear to the 
Examiner if phrase is viewed as any tag or all tags have the possibility of haying the 
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impedance occurring. Since it tlie phrase is viewed of any tag have tlie possibility of the 
impedance occurring, that does not necessary mean that the impedance will occur all at 
all. Therefore, since a docurrient comprises tags, such as any tag, which can cause the 
impedance, any or all tags can also not cause the impedance. In other words, just 
because the tags have the possibility of causing the impedance, does not mean it will 
cause the impedance since all the tags do not have the possibility of causing the 
impedance to occur. Thus, Claim 2 is rejected under 1 12 second paragraph for the use 
of the term "comprise tags which can impede" making the claim vague and indefinite. 
Furthermore, Examiner will view the claim as the impedance not occurring since the 
claim does not disclose the impedance occurring, since its possible for any or all tag of 
a impedance occurring, if at all, throughout this Office action. 

12. Claims 1-2, and 5-6 recite the "limitation performing control" in line 10. It unclear 
to the Examiner to which element said perfonning control is depending on since there 
are two "performing controls" elements that were previously defined. Thus, there is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

13. Claims 1-2, and 5-6 recite the limitation "each document." There appears to be 
insufficient antecedent basis since the element "a document" was defined as a singular 
element within the independent claims, but later referred within the claims as the 
element being viewed in a plural sense as "each document" Therefore, there is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Throughout this Office 
action, Claims 1-2 and 5-6 will view as if there is only one document involved. 
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14. Claims 16 and 17 discloses the limitation "wherein images are formed in 
ascending order in a downward direction." It Is unclear to the Examiner how the images 
are formed in ascending order without any disclosure how the process to determine the 
ascending order between the images. In other words, the Examiner is wondering If the 
detemiination of ascending order is based off size, name, date, layer, etc. Thus Claims 
16 and 17 is rejected under 112 second paragraph for the use of the temriinology 
"ascending order" without any additional infomiation making the claim vague and 
indefinite. Furthermore, the Examiner will view the claim as wherein images are formed 
In a order in a downward direction." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
F>atentabllity shall not be negatived by the manner in vyhlch the invention was made. 

16. Claims 1-6, and 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nguyen et al (US Patent 6,377,354, filed 9/21/1998, and further in 
view of W3School ("HTML Tutorial: Welcome to HTML School", published as of 
1/23/2002). 

As per independent claim 1 , Claim 1 incorporates the views based on the 35 
USC 112, 2"'^ paragraph, rejections and the rationale incorporated. Therefore, Nguyen 
et al discloses of a method analyzing a location of the text and graphics elements 
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(object images) to be printed of detemiining the location of an object image that may 
compose of a graphic or a text, and after detemnining the location of it overlapping a 
graphic or not, it processes to form the object to appear onto the document when it 
begins printing. When the process of overlapping is being determine, a sense of conflict 
with direct placement is being considered if overlapped is revealed since the process 
would have merge the two objects together (i.e. retrieve the other object's position and 
merge the two as one) then sent to output buffer to be formed. If no overlapping is 
revealed, it is sent to the printer to be formed by the printer. Nguyen et al discloses that 
a document requires many print calls to be processed hence the method disclosed 
above is repeated every time for each object presented in the document. (Abstract; 
Column 6, lines 35-49, 59-62; Column 7. 4-8, 16-61). Since Nguyen et ai discloses the 
document is capable of performing multiple print calls for each object within the 
document, then Nguyen et al discloses the functionality of deterniining of finding if there 
is a conflict for each object and solving the conflict if one is present until all objects have 
been processed. 

However, Nguyen et al fails to disclose that the document is written in a 
structured tag language comprising tags. However, W3Schools discloses the language 
HTML wherein a HTML document contains markup tags that discloses how the 
document will appear when displayed (Pg 1 , "HTML Introduction"; Pg 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Nguyen et al's method of printing a document 
with objects with W3Schoors disclosure of HTML documents since it would have 
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provided HTML provides essential features of hypertext, that allows documents (web 
page) to link to over documents, and universally, that's allows any computer to read a 
HTML document since the documents are text files. 

As per independent claim 2, Claim 2 incorporates the views based on the 35 
use 112, 2"" paragraph, rejections and the rationale incorporated. Furthermore, Claim 
2 recites similar limitations as in Claim 1, and is similar rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 3, Nguyen et al discloses method involves the text and 
graphics elements within the document, therefore, involving the whole document itself. 
In addition, each element Is considered a portion of the document. (Abstract, lines 1-5, 
FIG 3-4) 

As per dependent claim 4, Nguyen et al fails to specifically disclose said tags 
comprise at least one among "position"-type tags, "margin"-type tags, "line_height"-type 
tags, "img"-type tags, and "counter"-type tags. Based on the rejection of the use of a 
HTML document wherein the HTML document comprises tags in Claim 1 by Nguyen et 
al and W3School and the rationale incorporated, W3School discloses HTML comprises 
"img"-type tags, (pg 7) 

As per independent claim 5, Claim 5 recites similar limitations ias in Claim 1 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per independent claim 6, Claim 6 recites similar limitations as in Claim 2 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 
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As per independent claim 14, Nguyen et discloses of analyzing a "suggested" 
location of the text and graphics elements to be printed by determining if there is a 
conflict of overlapping between text and graphics elements, as known as the Z-order 
problem. If there is a overlapping conflict of the elements are "the suggested" location, 
Nguyen merges the two objects together (I.e. retrieve the other object's position and 
merge the two as one wherein the combined element overall position Is determined too) 
then sent to output buffer to be formed (i.e. drawn). If there is no overlap, then the 
elements are automatically formed by sending it to the printer to be formed (i.e. drawn 
on the bitmap buffer) by the printer wherein the bitmap location infomaation Is marked 
after being drawn and then stored for printing. In addition, none of these locations are 
preset since they are considered as "suggested" and not set under after checking If any 
of the elements overlapped. Nguyen et al discloses that a document requires many print 
calls be processed hence the method is repeated every time for each object presented 
in the document. (Abstract; Column 6, lines 35-49. 59-62; Column 7, 4-8, 16-61) 
Therefore, Nguyen discloses the limitation of if the order of operation, if the positions of 
the elements are determined first or the drawing of the elements occurs first. 

As per independent claim 15, Claim 15 recites similar limitations as In Claim 14 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 16 and 17, Claims 16 and 17 Incorporates the views 
based on the 35 USC 112, 2"*^ paragraph, rejections and the rationale incorporated. 
Furthermore, Nguyen et al and W3Schools fail to specifically discloses wherein Images 
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are formed in ascending order in a downward direction. It was well-known to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of a established standard that when images of a document are 
printed or formed by the printer, a printer has the ability to print images (or graphics, 
objects and/or elements) positioned at the top of the document are printed first, then the 
rest below are printed in a downward order to the bottom of the hard copy, hence a 
downward direction. In other words, an image that is positioned closest to the top would 
be formed/printed first, while next image positioned under the previous image would be 
printed/formed next, and so on until the last image positioned furthest/closest to the 
bottom of the document would be formed/printed last. Thus, Images are formed in order 
of placement in a downward direction. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Nguyen et al's method and WSSchooi's 
disclosure with the ability to print images in a top-to-bottom method since it was an 
established standard that provided the benefit of compatibility with all printers and 
devices to print in a top-to-bottom fashion. 

Response to Arguments 

17. Applicant's arguments filed 16 August 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

18. On page 9, in regards to Claims 1-6, rejected under 35 USC 1 12, second 
paragraph. Applicant argues that the amended claims overcome the rejection. However, 
the Examiner disagrees. 
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The independent claims still disclose the limitation "judging whether a document 
... comprises tags which can cause a conflict...." The use of the phrase "comprise tags 
can cause" makes the claim vague and indefinite since its unclear to the Examiner if 
phrase Is viewed as any tag or all tags have the possibility of having a conflict occurring. 
Since It the phrase Is viewed of any tag have the possibility of an conflict occurring, that 
does not necessary mean that a conflict will occur all at all. Therefore, since a document 
comprises tags, such as any tag; which can cause a conflict, any or all tags can also 
not cause a conflict. In other words, just because the tags have the possibility of 
causing a conflict, does not mean it will cause a conflict since all the tags do not have 
the possibility of causing a conflict to occur. Thus, the independent claims remain 
rejected under 112 second paragraph for the use of the term "comprise tags can cause" 
making the claim vague and indefinite. 

19. On pages 11-12, In regards to Claim 1 rejected under 35 USC 103(a), Applicant 
argues that Nguyen fails to teach or suggest the limitations of Claim 1 . However, the 
Examiner disagrees. 

Claim 1 still incorporates the views based on the 35 USC 112, 2"^ paragraph, 
rejections and the rationale incorporated since the 35 U.S.C 112, second paragraph, 
was not overcome by the amendment. Therefore, Nguyen et al discloses of a method 
analyzing a location of the text and graphics elements (object images) to be printed by 
determining the location of an object image that may compose of a graphic or a text. 
After determining the location, detemnine If it is overlapping a graphic or not, It 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/733,81 0 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2178 

processes to form the object to appear onto the document when it begins printing. 
When the process of overlapping is being determined, a sense of conflict with direct 
placement is being considered if overlapped is revealed since the process would have 
merge the two objects together (i.e. retrieve the other object's position and merge the 
two as one) then sent to output buffer to be formed (i.e. drawn). If no overlapping is 
revealed, it is sent to the printer to be formed (i.e. drawn on the bitmap buffer) by the 
printer wherein the bitmap location information is marked after being drawn and then 
stored for printing. Nguyen et al discloses that a document requires many print calls be 
processed hence the method is repeated every time for each object presented in the 
document. (Abstract; Column 6, lines 35-49, 59-62; Column 7, 4-8, 16-61) Therefore, 
Nguyen discloses the limitation of if the order of operation if the positions of the 
elements are determined first or the drawing of the elements occurs first. 

However, Nguyen et al fails to disclose that the document is written in a 
structured tag language comprising tags. However, W3Schools discloses the language 
HTML wherein a HTML document contains markup tags that discloses how the 
document will appear when displayed (Pg 1, "HTML Introduction"; Pg 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's Invention to have modified Nguyen et al's method of printing a document 
with objects with WSSchool's disclosure of HTML documents since it would have 
provided HTML provides essential features of hypertext, that allows documents (web 
page) to link to over documents, and universally, that's allows any computer to read a 
HTML document since the documents are text files. 
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20. Applicant's arguments, see pages 9-1 1 , filed 1 6 August 2007, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 14-15 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Templeman (US Patent #5,845,303, published 12/1/1998) have been fully considered 
and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon 
further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Nguyen et al (US 
Patent 6,377,354, filed 9/21/1998, and further in view of W3School ("HTML Tutorial: 
Welcome to HTML School", published as of 1/23/2002). 

Conclusion 

21 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Barada et al (US Patent 6,330,072): Discloses combining and ordering 
objects 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or eartier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Faber whose telephone number Is 571-272-2751 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 8am to 430pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong, can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



David Faber 
Patient Examiner 
AU 2178 
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